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Sir: 

In response to the Office Action of January 13, 2004, having a response being due on April 
1 3 , 2004, please consider the following remarks in conjunction with the amendments to the above- 
identified application as follows: 



Upon entry of the present amendments, previous Claims 20-28 have been canceled and new 
Claims 29 - 36 substituted therefor. Reconsideration of the rejections, in light of the foregoing 
amendments and present remarks, is respectfully requested. The present amendments have been 
entered for the purpose of placing the application into a proper condition for allowance. 

In the Office Action, it was indicated that Claims 20 and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being obvious over the Causer patent in view of the Stikeleather patent. Claim 26 was 
rejected as being obvious over the Causer and Stikeleather patents in view of the Ellenger patent. 
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Claim 27 was rejected as being obvious over the Causer and Stikeleather patents in view of the 
Babard patent. Importantly, the Examiner has indicated that Claims 21-25 were "objected to" as 
being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten into independent 
form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Although Applicant respectfully disagrees with the prior art rejections of the Examiner, 
Applicant is desirous of obtaining patent protection for the present invention at an early date. As 
such, has revised the"objected to" claims into a proper independent form so as to place the 
application into a proper condition for allowance. These claims are presented now as Claims 29-36. 

In particular, new independent Claim 29 incorporates the limitations of original objected-to 
Claim 21 and the limitations of independent Claim 20. As such, independent Claim 29 should be in 
a proper condition for allowance. Dependent Claim 30 corresponds to the limitations of previous 
dependent Claim 22. Dependent Claims 31-36 correspond, respectively, to the limitations of 
previous Claims 23 - 28, The dependencies of each of these dependent claims now reflect the 
incorporation of Claims 20 and 21 togther in the form of new independent Claim 29. 

Based upon the foregoing analysis, Applicant contends that independent Claim 29 is now in 
proper condition for allowance. Additionally, those claims which are dependent upon Claim 29 
should also be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the rejections is requested and 
allowance of the present claims at an early date is earnestly solicited. Since no additional claims have 
been added above those originally paid for, no additional fee is required. 
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Since this Amendment "C" has been filed in reply to the "final" rejection, Applicant desires 



to receive either a Notice of Allowance or an Advisor}' Action at an early date. 

Respectfully subm^ted, 

MAR 1 0 2004 
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